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REMARKS 



Claims 1-5, 7-17, 19-25, and 28 are presented for examination, of which claims 1, 21 and 
28 are independent. Further examination and favorable reconsideration are respectfully 



The Examiner rejected claims 21-24 under 35U.S.C. § 101 as being directed to non- 
statutory subject matter for the reason noted on page three of the office action. Applicants have 
amended claims 21-24 accordingly and respectfully request withdrawal of this rejection. 

The Examiner also rejected claims 1-5, 7-9, 11-13, 16-17, 20-23, 25 and 28 under 35 
U.S.C. § 103(a) over Page et al., "The PageRank Citation Ranking: Bringing Order to the Web", 
1998 ("Page") in view of Martin et al., U.S. Patent Application No. 2004/0122808 Al 
("Martin") and Erickson et al., U.S. Patent No. 6,851,089 ("Erickson"). 

Claim 1 recites: 

1 . (Currently Amended) A method comprising: 

displaying content associated with a uniform resource locator (URL) on a 
graphical user interface (GUI) executing on a client computer; 

receiving a first search parameter for a first search engine; 

displaying , in a first pane of the GUI, a first search result generated by the 
first search engine in a first pan e of th e GUI , the first search result comprising a 
plurality of URL links to a plurality of web pages associated with the first search 
parameter and b e ing g e n e rat e d using th e fir s t s e arch e ngin e; 

parsing a URL associated with the first search result from the first search 
engine to extract a second search parameter for a second search engine, the 
second search engine being a different search engine from the first search engine; 

communicating the second search parameter from the client computer to 
the second search engine to cause the second search engine to perform a search 
based on the second search parameter; 

displayin g, in a second pane of the GUI, a second search result generated 
by the second search engine in a s e cond pane of th e GUI , the second search result 
being distinct from the first search result and comprising a plurality of URL links 
to a plurality of web pages associated with the second search parameter and being 
g e n e rat e d using th e s e cond s e arch e ngin e; 

automatically updating the second search result in the second pane in 
response to a first change in the first search result in the first pane; and 

automatically updating the first search result in the first pane in response 
to a second change in the second search result in the second pane. 



requested. 
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In particular, amended independent claim 1 now recites, inter alia, automatically updating the 
second search result in the second pane (of a GUI) in response to a first change in the first search 
result in the first pane (of a GUI) and automatically updating the first search result in the first 
pane in response to a second change in the second search result in the second pane. 

Turning to the applied art, as acknowledged by the examiner, neither Page nor Martin 
teach the foregoing features of claim 1 . Erickson was relied upon to compensate for this 
deficiency in the art. In this regard, Erickson discloses a "Web viewer" with "[a] browser frame 
[that] displays rendered HTML, [an] HTML source frame [that] displays the corresponding 
source, and [a] site overview frame [that] displays a tree representation of the site." 1 While 
Erickson discloses a "Web viewer" with multiple panes, each pane simply includes a different 
version (HTML, source, and a text outline, respectively) of the same website. While these panes 
"are linked together such that when one frame receives user input, the other two frames are 
automatically updated," 2 the panes each contain the same information from only one website. 
Each pane adjusts to update its information from a change in one of the panes, but the same 
information or a subset of the same information is included in each pane. 

For example, as Erickson recites, "[t]he HTML source frame displays source HTML of 
the Web page displayed in the browser frame formatted in a user-friendly fashion." 3 In other 
words, the HTML source frame and browser frame contain the same information, but just 
formatted differently. Erickson does not disclose multiple panes with different websites in each 
pane. Therefore, Erickson does not disclose the comparison, or any relationship between, 
multiple websites, or any link between the unique content of each of the panes. 

Claim 1 , on the other hand, is directed to automatically updating a second search result 
(on the second pane) in response to a change in the first search result (on the first pane), where 
the second search result is generated by a search engine different from the search engine that 
generated the first search result. The first search result and second search result are thus located 
on different web pages with distinct content. Therefore, unlike Erickson, claim 1 is directed at 



1 Erickson, col. 7, lines 18-29. 

2 Id. lines 27-29. 

3 Erickson, col. 7, lines 53-55. 
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updating the set of information in one pane based on disparate information, generated from a 
different search engine, in a second pane. This fundamental difference shows that Erickson does 
not cure the deficiencies of Page and Martin and would not have rendered amended independent 
claim 1 obvious at the time of the invention. 

Thus, for at least the foregoing reasons, Page, Martin and Erickson, alone or in 
combination, do not disclose or render obvious the subject matter of claim 1 , and there is no 
reason to combine these references to provide such subject matter. Applicants therefore 
respectfully request reconsideration and withdrawal of this rejection. 

For at least similar reasons to that described with regard to amended independent claim 1, 
Page, Martin and Erickson, alone or in combination, do not disclose or render obvious the 
subject matter of amended independent claims 2 1 and 28. 

Each of the dependent claims 2-5, 7-9, 1 1-13, 16-17, 20, 22, 23, and 25 is patentable for 
at least the same reason as its corresponding independent claim, claim 1 or 21 . Applicants 
therefore respectfully request reconsideration and withdrawal of these rejections. 

The Examiner also rejected dependent claims 10, 14-15, 19, and 24 under 35 U.S.C. § 
103(a) as being unpatentable over Page et al, "The PageRank Citation Ranking: Bringing Order 
to the Web", 1998 ("Page") in view of Martin et al., U.S. Patent Application No. 2004/0122808 
Al ("Martin") and Erickson et al., U.S. Patent No. 6,851,089, and further in view of Kyne et al., 
U.S. Patent No. 6,615,237 ("Kyne"). Each of the dependent claims 10, 14-15, 19, and 24 is 
patentable for at least the same reason as its corresponding independent claim, claim 1 or 21. 
Applicants therefore respectfully request reconsideration and withdrawal of these rejections. 

It is believed that all of the pending claims have been addressed. However, the absence 
of a reply to a specific rejection, issue or comment does not signify agreement with or 
concession of that rejection, issue or comment. In addition, because the arguments made above 
may not be exhaustive, there may be reasons for patentability of any or all pending claims (or 
other claims) that have not been expressed. Finally, nothing in this paper should be construed as 
an intent to concede any issue with regard to any claim, except as specifically stated in this 
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paper, and the amendment of any claim does not necessarily signify concession of 
unpatentability of the claim prior to its amendment. 

The fee in the amount of $ 1 30 for the Petition for Extension of Time fee is being paid on 
the electronic filing system by way of deposit account authorization. Please apply any other 
charges or credits to deposit account 06-1050, referencing attorney docket 10984-0755001. 



Respectfully submitted, 
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